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other instances, norms produce compliance in ways better captured by rationalist arguments-for example, by creating focal points in the domestic arena, being used instrumentally to advance given interests, or being deployed strategically to manipulate and constrain the views of elites.15
The implicit methodological individualism and consequentialist theory of choice that underlie many of these mobilization/protest accounts suggest linkages to rationalist regime compliance and bargaining scholarship. Although not using the same terminology, constructivists have documented how compliance-especially at the elite level-is a game of cost/benefit analysis, with the diffusion of new social norms changing such calculations. Like many regime and bargaining theorists, these scholars emphasize the role of sanctioning in promoting compliance. The sanctioning force (a social norm) and the mechanism (NGO shaming) are different, but the behavioral logics and choice mechanisms appear similar. One might call it "social sanctioning."
Consider the work of Thomas Risse, Stephen Ropp, Kathryn Sikkink, and their collaborators in The Power of Human Rights. These analysts explore the connections between international human rights norms and patterns of domestic compliance and socialization. They use the boomerang model elaborated by Margaret Keck and Sikkink, whereby recalcitrant state elites are caught in a vise of transnational and domestic social mobilization. Here, the preferences of elites do not change at early stages; rather, compliance occurs only through changes in behaviors and strategies. Expanding the model's temporal scope, Risse and his collaborators argue that elites become less reactive at later points and, indeed, may comply because they have internalized new preferences. From an analytic perspective, however, they do not make clear why state decision makers get to play this more active role only after an initial softening up by networks and activists. 16 Why such biases? The key lies in an exciting fusion of ideas from sociology and political science. This synthesis allows constructivists to better explain the dynamics of norm diffusion in various settings. More important, by drawing on social movements scholarship with its strong emphasis on agency, constructivist accounts of compliance develop a greater theoretical balance between structure and agency. 7 This synthesis has costs, however. Most important, constructivist accounts incorporate the individualist ontologies and consequential choice mechanisms central to much social movements scholarship. My claim is not that these scholars now portray agents as only pursuing material interests. Rather, much of the behavioral logic in recent constructivist/social movement scholarship is consistent with thin rationalism, where agents may pursue nonmaterial goals (normative values, say), but consequentialism-means and ends calculations-underlies their choices.18 Several constructivists sharing this characterization now speak of a process of "strategic social construction," where agents make detailed means/ends calculations, maximize utility, and, reflecting their own normative commitments, seek to change the utility of others. This approach, by itself, is not problematic; however, it has made less clear what the constructivist value added is in such individualistconsequentialist compliance accounts. 19 The modernist constructivism of interest here is distinguished by its ontology of mutual constitution. Consequential choice mechanisms may be consistent with this ontology, but reconciling it with individualism is difficult. To be fair, where to draw the line between individual and social ontologies is no easy task once we move beyond metatheoretical ideal types. All the same, to talk of strategic actors seeking to change the utility of other agents, and to do so without specifying an intervening process of social interaction, will strike many as individualist.20
Despite or because of these biases, the mobilization/protest mechanism has received more attention in studies of norm-driven compliance. However, the broader constructivist literature hints at a second and very different compliance dynamic: social learning. Here, learning and social interaction, rather than political pressure and individual choice, lead to agent compliance with normative prescriptions. These processes appear to be based on notions of complex or double-loop learning drawn from cognitive and social psychology.21 Summary For rationalists, state compliance stems from coercion (sometimes), instrumental calculation (always), and incentives-usually material, but possibly social as well. The choice mechanism is cost/benefit calculations, and the environment is one of strategic interaction in that it is premised on a unilateral calculation of verbal and nonverbal cues. More specifically, "A's expectation of B will include an estimation of B's expectations of A. This process of replication, it must be noted, is not an interaction between two states, but rather a process in which decision makers in one state work out the consequences of their beliefs about the world; a world they believe to include decision makers in other states also working out the consequences of their beliefs. The expectations which are so formed are the expectations of one state, but they refer to other states."22 Many constructivists, especially those drawing from social movements scholarship, see the causal pathway to compliance in a remarkably similar way; that is, state 19 Most constructivists probing this preference-change/compliance nexus invoke learning as the mechanism driving it. However, a learning thesis by itself inadequately explains the process of social interaction and choice leading to preference change and subsequent compliance-especially if it draws only upon cognitive psychology, where all the action is "between the earlobes." This leads me to explore argumentative persuasion as a means of modeling this missing social dimension.
My theoretical ambitions are thus twofold. In a negative sense, I show that the learning arguments employed by constructivists are both underspecified and incompatible with their own ontology. In a positive sense, I then draw upon a new (for IR scholars) body of research on persuasion to rectify these problems. From the latter, I deduce hypotheses that mark a novel extension of existing learning approaches. These deductions do not present a full-blown theory of social learning; any such theory would have to include collective and institutionalization variables as well. Rather, my goals are more modest: to focus on the micro-and agency level, thereby theorizing those elements of process and interaction missing in more sweeping accounts of social learning. In an important sense, then, I seek to provide analytic building blocks for these broader, but typically underspecified, approaches.23
Learning Theory and Constructivism
What does it mean for an agent to learn? Rationalists and social constructivists answer this question differently. While it is true that rational choice now accords a role to learning, such work falls short of capturing the multiple ways it is causally important in social life. Because most rationalists adhere to a strong form of Social Learning and Identity Change 561 methodological individualism, they cannot model the interaction context during which agent interests may change. Indeed, when prominent scholars in this tradition talk of social interactions, they are collapsed into the utility functions of discrete agents.24
One consequence of such a stance is to portray learning in strictly individualist terms. For example, some rationalists talk of Bayesian updating, where, after each interaction, actors use new information to update beliefs. In game-theoretic terms, information is acquired through strategic interaction, where the players observe other agents' behavior and then, at some later point, use their newly acquired information to update beliefs about the other agents. Employing different language to make the same point, many rational-choice scholars emphasize simple learning, where actors acquire new information as a result of interaction. Actors then use this information to alter strategies, but not preferences, which are given. Not surprisingly, theorizing of this sort conceptualizes communication and language in thin terms-as the cheap talk of agents with fixed identities and interests. The result is to bracket the interaction context through which fundamental agent properties may change.25
Given this state of affairs, the constructivist value added should be to explore complex social learning, a process whereby agent interests and identities are shaped through and during interaction. So defined, social learning involves a break with strict forms of methodological individualism; it thus differs from the rationalist work surveyed earlier. Unfortunately, constructivists offer no theory of social learning; instead, they employ a version of individual learning rooted in cognitive psychology and some branches of organization theory.
Indeed, while these scholars hint at processes of persuasion, deliberation, and argumentation as the micromechanisms driving social learning, they fail to theorize them. Moreover, despite their emphasis on mutual constitution, all too many constructivists rely-implicitly-on notions of bounded rationality, learning by doing, and heuristic cueing found in the psychological/organizational learning literatures. Such concepts are decidedly individualist in nature.26
Empirical constructivists drawing upon such work have fallen into this individualist trap. Martha Finnemore contends in her excellent study that learning drives compliance, but this learning is asocial and devoid of interaction.27 UNESCO bureaucrats, in one of her cases, "teach" national civil servants, who then comply with UNESCO's normative prescriptions; however, this occurs through no theo- 
Persuasion and Social Interaction
To theorize these neglected mechanisms of interaction, constructivists should exploit work in social psychology and communications research on persuasion and argumentation. In considering this literature, however, one should keep in mind an important distinction-namely, the fundamental difference between manipulative and argumentative persuasion. The former is asocial and lacking in interaction, often concerned with political elites manipulating mass publics, and has a long tradition, extending back to studies by William Riker. With its individualism and emphasis on strategic agency, persuasion of this sort figures prominently in the work of several rational-choice scholars.28
In contrast, argumentative persuasion is a social process of interaction that involves changing attitudes about cause and effect in the absence of overt coercion. It is thus a mechanism through which preference change may occur. More formally, it is "an activity or process in which a communicator attempts to induce a change in the belief, attitude, or behavior of another person ... through the transmission of a message in a context in which the persuadee has some degree of free choice." Here, persuasion is not manipulation but a process of convincing someone through argument and principled debate.29
The persuasion literature is not without limitations. In particular, much of this work, owing to its disciplinary roots in social psychology, proceeds inductively. Consequently, it fails to develop middle-range theory specifying scope conditions. I advance five such conditions under which agents should be especially open to argumentative persuasion and thus to compliance explained by preference change; however, given the inductive approach and occasional contradictions in the literature, these should be viewed as preliminary.30 uncertainty (hypothesis 1) or noviceness (hypothesis 2) are by themselves not sufficient for social learning to occur. Rather, they make it more likely that an agent will be convinced and thus learn through processes of communication and persuasion that occur during the interaction between a persuader and persuadee (hypotheses 3-5).37
Fourth, implicit in the hypotheses are historical and institutional variables, with hypothesis 2 emphasizing the importance of noviceness, and hypothesis 5 the role of institutional setting. All else equal, agents with less historical/cognitive baggage in more insulated institutional settings will be more open to argumentative persuasion, and thus to norm-driven compliance/preference change. For a study such as mine, which examines processes of national-level compliance, this suggests once again the critical importance of integrating domestic political factors into constructivist frameworks.38
Summary
My focus on persuasion begins to operationalize the roles of communication and social interaction implicit but undertheorized in constructivist compliance studies. By moving beyond an emphasis on instrumental action and strategic exchange, it also broadens the rationalist compliance tool kit. Such theoretical specification and broadening matters. Indeed, two practitioner-scholars with extensive experience in the world of compliance diplomacy go so far as to call persuasion the "fundamental instrument" and "principal engine" for securing compliance. While this is overstated, it does alert us to our impoverished analytic tool kit for exploring its role.39
This microlevel look at compliance thus expands our repertoire of answers to the question "Why do social actors comply?" In some cases, they do so by learning new interests through noninstrumental communication and persuasion. The ontology and understanding of social reality here is not individualist, but relational; I take seriously dynamics of social interaction. Moreover, this approach is not method driven. It develops scope conditions recognizing that compliance driven by persuasion often does not occur. This leaves plenty of analytic space for rationalist arguments, as the cases that follow demonstrate.40 37. Put differently, the real constructivist value added comes in how the last three hypotheses add social context and interaction to the first two. Together, these techniques multiply the observable implications of my approach and allow me to triangulate when assessing the degree to which, and through what mechanism(s), agent preferences change as a result of interaction. This use of process tracing, as well as alternative and counterfactual explanations, allows me to minimize reliance on "as if' assumptions at the national/agent level. I thus shrink the black box surrounding the social interaction context.45
The last comment raises an important issue. Empirically, can one disentangle compliance driven by persuasion and social learning from that driven by calculating, self-interested strategic adaptation or that driven by passive, cognitively simplifying imitation? A first response to this query is methodological. By using multiple, process-oriented techniques I can reconstruct actual agent motivations, as well as introduce a degree of cross-checking. A strategically dissimulating interviewee who was just "feeding me a line" about being persuaded would likely offer different motivations and justifications for his or her act of compliance in other, more private or public settings. Put differently, consistency across contexts, or what has been called the "norm of consistency," is a strong indicator that an agent sees himself or herself in a genuinely persuasive interaction. Likewise, a cognitive-miser/emulating agent should, across various settings, offer little substantive argumentation or reasoning to explain compliance, for it was simply an economic way of reducing uncertainty in the environment. 46 A second response questions the role of assumptions in theory building. Ever since Robert Merton's pioneering work in the late 1940s, social theorists have argued that the middle-range frameworks of interest here can only be constructed by elaborating social mechanisms that shrink the gap between "input" and "output." In turn, this requires one to minimize use of the "as if' assumptions that play such important roles in both rationalist and (more surprisingly) constructivist studies of compliance. As one theorist has argued, The fact that we can construct an "as if" story in any situation to reconcile behavior to a self-interest explanation does not mean that self interest should be our default position either, unless we can establish that the story is more compelling as an account of actual motivations than that offered by other theories.47
The choice-theoretic critique of those who study preference formation is a welltaken and cautionary reminder of the difficulties involved in the enterprise. However, criticism should not be allowed to become dogma, especially if one desires to model and explain the social world as it really works.48 
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The cases that follow are best viewed as plausibility probes and not as rigorous tests of my persuasion framework. Methodologically, two cases do not allow for a sorting or controlling of the five hypotheses. Theoretically, contradictions and inconsistencies within the persuasion literature make systematic testing difficult at this stage; instead, the strategy is one of abduction, where initial hypotheses are refined in light of subsequent empirical research. Practically, given my micro-, process-oriented approach and its attendant data requirements, adding additional cases would be difficult and time consuming.49
The two cases, Germany and Ukraine, were not chosen randomly. Rather, they load on two of the key persuasion variables-historical context and institutional setting-in different ways. Specifically, the German case should provide evidence of norm-driven compliance as a process of cost/benefit calculation and social sanctioning (dynamics consistent with rationalism), and the Ukraine case should provide evidence that persuasion and social learning play greater roles (dynamics consistent with constructivism).
Germany: Compliance Through Social Sanctioning and Instrumental Choice
The German case highlights the importance of institutional variables in explaining compliance mechanisms and outcomes; it also highlights the role instrumental choice mechanisms play in the social sanctioning dynamic so often emphasized by constructivists.50
History and Institutions Matter
European norms on citizenship and membership are evolving in a more inclusive direction, with emphasis on broadened understandings of both citizenship and the rights of national minorities; in particular, the revised Council of Europe norms promote inclusion by facilitating dual citizenship. In Germany, dual citizenship would further the assimilation of the large foreigner population. For many decades, German law required immigrants and foreigners seeking German citizenship to give up citizenship in their homelands, an obstacle to integration because many were unwilling to do this. For many in the foreigner community, the importance of dual citizenship was so great that they acquired it through illegal methods that contravened German law.51
By the mid-1990s the lack of fit between these changing regional norms and ideas of identity and citizenship held by many Germans was significant. Although there An additional factor militating against persuasion as an important compliance dynamic was the institutional setting within which German policymakers operated. The Federal Republic is a robust, functioning democracy, where decision makers are subjected to daily pressures and appeals. This low degree of political insulation, which reduces the possibilities for private, in camera, interaction, worked against effective persuasion and social learning at the agent level (hypothesis 5).
My analysis implies that publicity and social input work against learning, which may strike some as odd and, perhaps, antidemocratic. Yet crucial here is time scale, with my interest being the near term. In this case and as the earlier propositions suggest, publicity may very well work against persuasion's causal effect. In the longer term, it is possible that "the civilizing force of hypocrisy" caused by public deliberations or the "rhetorical self-entrapment" of agents operating in an intensely politicized environment may lead them to act and speak as if they have been persuaded and have learned. However, only further process-oriented, agent-level empirical research can determine whether this is the case.60
Alternative Explanations and Counterfactuals
Perhaps a rationalist/materialist perspective better accounts for this lack of constitutive, interest-reshaping compliance, especially at the elite level. Simply put, Germany is a social-welfare state; broadening citizenship expands the claimants on resources. At a time of economic uncertainty (slow industrial recovery, weakening euro) and high levels of unemployment, the materialist logic of the situation is to keep foreigners permanently in their temporary status. There are several difficulties with such an argument. Because of the generous nature of the postwar German state, foreigners, even as noncitizens, enjoy many of the same social and welfare benefits 58 
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as citizens (though they lack full-fledged political rights). Furthermore, interview and media analysis revealed very few instances where such arguments were advanced to explain opposition to integrating resident foreigners. In fact, materialist reasoning of this sort is more typically invoked when the discussion turns toward future flows of immigrants. Former Interior Minister Kanther often made precisely such a distinction when discussing integration measures (resident foreigners) as opposed to immigration policy (future foreigners).61 Counterfactual analysis further sharpens my analytic claims, especially if the German story is extended to the present. Indeed, after reading my description of a compliance process notable for its absence of persuasion and interest redefinition, the knowledgeable reader might exclaim Wait a minute! After all, things changed dramatically after the September 1998 federal elections, when the Christian Democratic/Christian Social coalition was replaced by a Social Democratic/Green coalition. In early 1999, the new government legislated far-reaching changes to Germany's citizenship laws that began to redefine the boundaries of "Germanness." Among other things, these liberalizing provisions allowed for dual citizenship, albeit for a limited period, after which immigrants must choose German nationality or that of their "home" country.62
A strong correlation exists between the content of the Social Democratic/Green proposals, on the one hand, and the prescriptions embedded in emerging Council of Europe norms and the reforms earlier advocated by numerous movements in Germany, on the other. Given the identity-shaping nature of these changes, they would seem to be prima facie evidence of a more constitutive compliance dynamic, where persuasion and social learning played greater roles. Yet correlation does not imply causation, and I am skeptical of any strong claims along these lines. The shift in policy also correlates with a dramatic changeover at the elite level. The election of Social Democrat Chancellor Schroeder signals the arrival of a truly postwar generation of German politicians. This sort of generational change is often a key causal variable behind radical policy shifts, especially at the ideational/normative level highlighted here.63 Methodologically, however, asking the counterfactual is still important: In the absence of new regional norms and domestic social pressure, would a moder industrial democracy such as Germany liberalize its citizenship laws? That is, could liberalization look like compliance when in fact something else was at work? There are reasons to expect the answer might be yes.
Observers have argued that immigration/nationality policy in liberal states has a built-in bias toward becoming more expansionist and inclusive over time. Immigration/nationality policy is dominated by client politics, where small and often well-organized employer, human-rights, and ethnic groups work with state officials outside public view to promote more inclusive membership policies. public typically opposes immigration, but its opposition is diffuse; in contrast, immigrant advocacy groups tend to have more concentrated interests. Collective action problems thus explain (1) the public's inability to bring about more restrictive change, and (2) why the preferences of the better-organized liberal interest groups tend to prevail.64 The foregoing suggests that domestic factors-client politics and generational turnover-rather than norm-driven dynamics account for much of this seemingly constitutive outcome and thus does not alter the largely rationalist compliance story outlined here. 
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of Europe, that is, "authoritative members of the in-group to which the persuadee... wants to belong" (hypothesis 3). 72 Several strands of evidence support this persuasion/preference-change argument. In the case of Chaliy, key conditions said to promote persuasion (noviceness, private setting, lack of lecturing) were in place. And interviews with Chaliy, his associates, and Council of Europe staff all stress dynamics more consistent with persuasion than with a hard-headed bargaining game. When interviewees were given a range of possibilities to characterize their interactions-from diplomatic bargaining to deliberation/persuasion over principled arguments-the majority chose the latter. Phrases such as "changing people's minds" (Chaliy), "rethinking views" (Council of Europe staff member), and "the power of arguments" (Hrebenyuk, Chaliy) figure prominently in their accounts. 73 Finally, in Chaliy's case, one can control for the possibility of strategic dissimulation on the interviewee's part. In particular, Chaliy has written or co-written several reports and newspaper articles in which the story he tells is remarkably similar to interviewees' accounts; that is, compliance with emerging Council of Europe norms on citizenship/membership was less a process of strategic adaptation than of learning new understandings of nationality. While not dismissing power asymmetries or Ukraine's strategic interests, Chaliy and his co-authors stress that the more important "game" was for a new state such as Ukraine to learn and be persuaded about the appropriate nationality standards for a multiethnic, transitional polity.74
My argument here is not that individuals like Chaliy or Tarasyuk-once convinced of the need for inclusive nationality laws-persuaded the whole country or built a robust political alliance for change. Indeed, some Ukrainian nationalists and political parties held and continue to hold ethnically exclusive views on nationality and citizenship. Rather, I argue that the Soviet-type institutional structure of contemporary Ukraine-its relative centralization and autonomy-allowed changing individual beliefs to play a greater causal role in promoting policy change than might be the case in more pluralist settings. ing institutional variables into studies of compliance. Indeed, the same agents who had learned new preferences on human rights and citizenship seemed unmotivated to ensure that proper bureaucratic machinery was in place to implement laws and policies based on these preferences. However, given the centralization of state structures and consequent autonomy from key social actors, they had few strategic incentives for worrying about such matters.78
Not surprisingly, as the 1990s progressed Ukraine went from being one of the Council of Europe's rising stars to something more akin to a "problem child." Problems arose in citizenship policy (in the case of the Crimean Tartars), minority rights (status of the Russian language), and human rights (penal reform and the death penalty). My argument is not that Ukrainian policymakers had "unlearned" their new preferences; rather, incentives flowing from the institutional context led them unintentionally to undercut Ukraine's ability to comply with Council of Europe prescriptions. Specifically, the institutional incentive structure inherited from the Soviets generated unintended consequences, namely, inattention to implementation mechanisms. 
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Constructivism and Social Choice
The distinguishing feature of the constructivism I discuss is its ontological stance of mutual constitution-the reproduction of social reality through the interaction of agents and structures. While this is a fine metatheoretical starting point, the devil is in the details: applying this insight to empirical research. Early work responded to this challenge in a pragmatic, understandable way, adopting a bracketing strategy where one holds agency constant, while exploring its effects on structure (and then the reverse). In reality, most work emphasized the structure-agent relationship, which nonetheless was a major advance given the individualist ontologies prevalent in mainstream IR theory.83 More recent studies have restored greater balance to the agent-structure problematic by drawing upon the work of social movement theorists. However, this approach has come at the cost of viewing social interaction in a truncated and incomplete way-for example, as strategic social construction. The instrumental view of agency embedded in such notions has erected a black box around processes of social choice and interaction.
I have shrunk this black box by theorizing interaction and choice as functions of persuasion and learning where social construction is less strategic than deliberative. From this perspective, fundamental agent properties become endogenous to, and change through, the very process of interaction. I thus join with others in arguing that constructivism needs "a decision-making theory which includes in its analysis the ways in which preferences, beliefs, and desires are shaped by participation in the decision-making process itself. 
International Organization
To take one possibility, my deductions on persuasion may be useful to German constructivists as they grapple with the difficult task of operationalizing notions of communicative rationality. These scholars have argued that Habermas's theory of communicative action can provide an alternative theory of interaction through which agents discover their preferences. As a point of theoretical departure, this is excellent; however, the challenge is to operationalize and apply these Habermasian concepts. Certainly, this fusion of Habermas and empirical IR is at an early point; it is thus not surprising-and understandable-that most applications to date have been heuristic.87
All the same, as scholars begin to specify Habermas's arguments, their value added may become less clear. In particular, Habermas provides little sense of "the various social mechanisms that might help us better to understand how social systems and individuals' actions mesh." Put differently, for an approach that is all about the power of arguments, Habermas is oddly silent on the social processes of persuasion that underlie them. This is troubling given that successful argumentation by definition presupposes persuasion. The literature explored in this essay may be one way of filling these gaps.88
Second, researchers who study international institutions from a rational-choice perspective are also calling for increased attention to process. Indeed, prominent rationalists now argue that one of the main challenges is to specify in a systematic manner the mechanisms through which international institutions affect states. Likewise, a leading rational-choice student of international regimes has identified as an important issue the development of bargaining theories that include elements of arguing and persuasion. This move by rationalists away from bracketing "as if" assumptions to the study of real-world mechanisms and processes clearly intersects with concerns embraced by a number of constructivists as well.89
Compliance and Institutions
My cases suggest three different ways institutions influence the compliance process. First, institutional legacies can frustrate the plans of national agents to comply. This involuntary defection dynamic is at work in the Ukraine. Second, the structure of domestic institutions seems key in explaining variance in the mechanisms through which compliance occurs. Consider again the German and Ukrainian cases. All else equal, the insulated nature of Ukrainian institutions increased the likelihood that compliance would be attained through persuasion and learning; likewise, pluralist German institutions made it likely that social sanctioning would play a more 87 important role in the compliance process. Third, institutions were causally important at a deeper level. In particular, preexisting norms were key in affecting agent willingness to comply with the injunctions of emerging European understandings. The presence of such cognitive priors hindered compliance (many elites in the German case), whereas their absence promoted it through persuasion and learning (the noviceness of so many agents in Ukraine).90
These three institutional effects are captured and explained by differing theoretical tool kits. The first-involuntary defection-is one that rational-choice analysts have often highlighted. The third-normative structures-is best theorized through sociological and constructivist approaches. The second, which is a domestic structures argument, sits somewhat uneasily between rational choice and social constructivist analyses. Thus, one important lesson to draw from these findings is that researchers would do well to cast their nets broadly when asking why social actors comply.91
Rationalism, Constructivism, and Scope Conditions
The foregoing highlights the central challenge for approaches such as mine: the development of scope and boundary conditions. Specifically, when and under what conditions are rationalist as opposed to constructivist methods more appropriate for understanding why social actors comply? I have advanced several such conditions in this article, including the second and third institutional factors above and my earlier discussion of persuasion and preference change (hypotheses 1-5). Indeed, thinking in terms of scope conditions allowed me to capture an obvious feature of social life-namely, that compliance with norms is a process encompassing both instrumental choice and social learning. This stress on synthesis helps promote an emergent trend, where there is a move away from an "either/or," "gladiator" style of analysis (either rational choice or constructivism) to a "both/and" perspective. This shift is seen in forums as diverse as the flagship journal of German IR, regime analysis, the fiftieth-anniversary issue of International Organization,92 and the work of prominent social theorists. Theoretical opponents are thus spending less time hurtling metatheoretical insults at each other and, instead, conducting an empirically informed dialogue, where tough issues of process, operationalization, and scope are addressed.93
